This paper explores the location strategies of Multinational Enterprises (MNEs) from emerging countries (EMNEs) in search for regional strategic assets. The analysis is based on a systematic comparison between EMNEs and multinationals from advanced countries (AMNEs) in order to unveil similarities and differences between these two major sources of foreign investments into the regions of the European Union. The empirical results suggest that EMNEs follow a distinct logic in their location strategies because they are attracted by the availability of technological competences only when their subsidiaries pursue more sophisticated and technology-intensive activities. Conversely EMNEs share some behavioural similarities with AMNEs in their response to the spatial agglomeration of investments. countries (e.g. Kumar and McLeod, 1981; Lall and Chen, 1983) . In the 1970s and 1980s
INTRODUCTION
The unprecedented international expansion of firms from emerging economies is one of the most striking recent evolutions in the world Foreign Direct Investments (FDIs) landscape. Outflows of FDIs from developing economies have reached the record level of $468 billion in 2014, corresponding to 35% of global FDI outflows, up from 13% in 2007 (UNCTAD, 2015) . Multinational enterprises (MNEs) from emerging countries (EMNEs) are not a new phenomenon. More than thirty years ago, the seminal contributions in this now thriving literature suggested that MNEs from developing countries possessed specific and distinctive features that distinguished them from MNEs based in developed countries (e.g. Kumar and McLeod, 1981; Lall and Chen, 1983) . In the 1970s and 1980s the first 'wave' of outward FDI from developing countries (such as India, Russia, Argentina) was pioneered by MNEs -so it was argued -that differed considerably from that of 'conventional' industrialised countries MNEs, in terms of their ownership advantages, motivation, geographical orientation and mode of overseas activity. A second wave of FDI by EMNEs emerged in the 1990s and was considered as the result of an evolutionary process from the first wave (Dunning, 1998) . This second surge targeted simultaneously less-developed countries -in order to exploit their comparative advantages in activities intensive in natural resources and cheap labour -and more developed countries with both market-seeking and asset-augmenting motives.
1
Looking at the most recent waves of investments from EMNEs in the 2000s, especially towards advanced countries, there is a general agreement in the scholarly literature that one of their key motivations is the appropriation of strategic assets, i.e. technology, 1 Asset-augmenting activities have the generation of new knowledge as their primary purpose, for augmenting existing competences, whether this is through their own (formal) R&D activities, or through other non-hierarchical means in partnership with other economic actors (Narula, 2010) . management, and strategic skills, brands, and commercial knowledge (Bertoni et al, 2013; Buckley et al, 2007; Ramamurti, 2012) .
So far, scholars have looked at the reasons for the expansion of EMNEs, at their similarities and differences with advanced countries MNEs (AMNEs), and at the coherence of their behaviour with the predictions of mainstream theories about multinational firms (Ramamurti and Singh, 2009 ). There is not yet much empirical evidence available about the location drivers, at both the national and sub-national levels, attracting EMNE investment. This paper aims to fill this gap by empirically investigating the importance of national and regional strategic assets to attract foreign investments and comparing the responsiveness of EMNEs and AMNEs to various localised factors in order to unveil their similarities and differences. The paper addresses a set of fundamental questions: 1)
What are the characteristics of the host economies that matter the most for EMNEs strategic asset seeking investments? 2) Are EMNEs' local attraction factors and spatial behaviours different from the drivers of AMNE investments? 3) Do EMNEs primarily target countries or specific regions/sub-national units in their search for strategic assets?
The empirical analysis is based on fDi Markets database on greenfield investment projects, and it systematically compares the location drivers of EMNEs and AMNEs in the regions of the European Union (EU-25) over the [2003] [2004] [2005] [2006] [2007] [2008] pre-crisis period. The EU is a unique case study for such a comparative analysis: it is a large recipient of FDI from both developed and emerging countries and it is an integrated economic space (single market) with substantial economic heterogeneity both at the member country level and at the regional level.
The quantitative analysis, based on a Nested Logit approach, makes it possible to explore the location determinants of a large number of investments, assessing the relative importance of the main drivers identified in the literature. The probability of a region to be chosen as a destination of foreign investments is estimated as a function of its technological dynamism and broader socio-economic 'innovation proneness' (in order to capture the strategic asset seeking motivation) and the regional agglomeration of foreign investments (in order to capture the 'imitative' behaviour of MNEs following other multinationals in the same sector and/or activity), controlling for the size of the market and for labour market conditions. The empirical analysis also tests the nested structure of the investment decisions, shedding light on the relative importance of national vs.
regional location factors for AMNEs and EMNEs (Beugelsdijk and Mudambi, 2013) .
Overall, the innovative contribution of the paper is two-fold. First the paper offers a systematic comparative analysis of the similarities and differences among the location strategies of AMNEs and EMNEs when searching for localised knowledge and innovation. Second it provides an investigation of the diverse role of national vs. regional factors in these strategies. The empirical results suggest that EMNEs follow a distinct logic in their location strategies because they are attracted by the availability of technological competences (i.e. patent intensity) only when their subsidiaries pursue more sophisticated and technology-intensive activities. The structural and socioinstitutional pre-conditions (i.e. soft innovation factors) for establishing fully functional regional systems of innovation are not relevant to EMNEs. Conversely EMNEs share some behavioural similarities with AMNEs in their response to the spatial agglomeration of investments: they do tend to invest in the regions where other foreign investments in the same activity or sector are already present. The results also suggest that a regional perspective is highly relevant to the comparative analysis of MNEs' behaviour: regional and national drivers are differently valued by MNEs from different origins. 4 The paper is organized as follows. The next section reviews the literature dealing with the location of MNEs, introducing the determinants analysed in the empirical analysis with special reference to the expected behavioural differences between AMNEs and EMNEs.
Section 3 introduces the empirical strategy and the dataset. The empirical results are presented in Section 4. Section 5 concludes with some policy considerations.
A FRAMEWORK FOR COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS: MNEs AND THEIR

LOCATION DRIVERS
There is a widespread consensus in the literature that the understanding of the location behavior of MNEs is still underdeveloped. Referring to the Ownership-LocationInternalization (OLI) paradigm developed by Dunning (1977) , the literature has dealt widely with the questions related to the why a firm becomes a multinational (O) and how it carries out its international adventure (I) but so far the discussion about where it goes to internationalize its activities (L) has remained rather fuzzy (Iammarino and McCann, 2013; McCann and Mudambi, 2005) .
Countries have been considered as the natural focus of MNEs location analysis due to the predominant role that national borders and active investment policies at the national level have traditionally played in explaining the geography of MNEs. Conversely, nowadays "MNEs location decisions are becoming increasingly complex and dependent on the variety and quality of highly localized assets" (Iammarino and McCann, 2013: 360) . The interaction between the process of technological change -that has amplified the geographical fragmentation of the production process -and institutional evolutionresulting in a global trend towards the devolution of power and spending capabilities from national to sub-national units -has dramatically increased the importance of the local drivers of investments. In this context it is critical to extend the location analysis of MNEs, integrating the factors explaining the within-country variation in investment drivers with those related to the between-country decision (McCann and Mudambi, 2005; Beugelsdijk and Mudambi 2013) .
Given that EMNEs are known to leverage their foreign location choices in order to access strategic resources not available domestically (Awate et al, 2015) , the (comparative)
analysis of their location strategies is particularly relevant in order to shed light on their role as new global actors. Nevertheless, the available literature on EMNEs has not dealt in sufficient depth with the analysis of their location choices. Existing analyses have mainly focused on the alternative between investing in advanced economies vs. other developing/emerging countries, suggesting that EMNEs direct their investments towards developed countries when they aim at accessing new strategic assets and their main motivation is market access, on the contrary they invest in other developing countries when they have labour seeking motivations (Kedia et al. 2012; Makino et al, 2002) .
In order to move beyond this simple location dichotomy between South-South and SouthNorth investments, it is useful to look at the literature on the location strategies of MNEs to identify (and operationalize) the key local factors attracting foreign investments in different locations. Given that the literature emphasizes that the likelihood for MNEs to invest in a particular location is strongly influenced by the characteristics and the capabilities of the investing company, we can expect that for their different nature EMNEs and AMNEs may attribute diverse importance to different location attractors (Cuervo-Cazurra and Ramamurti, 2014; Hyun, 2008) . The comparison of the relative importance of AMNE and EMNE different drivers makes it possible to shed light on the heterogeneity (if any) of their preferences in terms of the features of the (national and regional) economies hosting their investments.
In general, when it comes to 'asset seeking' investments, MNEs search for host locations endowed with specialized knowledge-related assets that are highly localised and often linked to agglomeration economies and spatially bounded knowledge flows. The search for specific localised advantages is particularly evident when the host economies offer knowledge and intangible 'L'-type advantages like for example Silicon Valley in the US or Cambridge and London in the UK, that are usually highly localized in a few subnational units (e.g. Cantwell and Piscitello, 1999; Dunning, 2009; Iammarino and McCann, 2013; Phelps, 2008) . These localised knowledge assets can take different forms: from codified knowledge and technological intensity (often associated with patented product innovation) to 'soft' innovation factors that include innovation-prone socio-economic conditions (Crescenzi and Rodriguez-Pose, 2011 ) and favourable localised institutional arrangements and norms (Phelps and Fuller, 2000; Amin and Cohendet, 2004; Fuller 2005) .
The literature suggests that this motivation is especially strong for EMNEs and several empirical studies conducted on large samples of firms confirm that this is a major reason for emerging multinationals to invest in developed countries (Bertoni et al. 2013; Buckley et al. 2007 ). Furthermore, the intention to acquire knowledge, technology and other strategic assets (such as commercial brands and networks) is also reported in case studies on well-known companies such as Haier from China and Tata from India (Duysters et al. 2009 Companies such as Huawei and ZTE from China are ranked respectively first and third globally in terms of patent output and operate extensive global R&D networks and therefore they can be considered as technological leaders (Dang and Motohashi, 2015) .
As empirically shown in Cantwell and Mudambi (2011) , technological leaders are more likely to become insiders in local knowledge networks and therefore be able to gain from locating in technologically advanced local contexts while laggards are more likely to be unable to develop connections with local actors and therefore will have limited capacity of local knowledge access. Therefore, the level of economic and technological development of the 'home country' can only capture part of the overall MNE heterogeneity influencing location choices.
If AMNEs and EMNEs might respond differently to the 'strategic assets' available in the host economies, they might also respond differently to established investments patterns.
When facing the challenge to identify the best location for their strategic asset seeking investments, MNEs tend to follow imitative behaviours and concentrate their investments in pre-existing agglomerations where other multinationals have previously invested, often following a sectorial or a functional logic (Alfaro and Xiaoyang Chen, 2014; Crescenzi et al. 2014) . Given the diversity (and the constant evolution) of their investment motives, MNEs learn about the potential advantages of alternative locations by observing the entry choices of previous investors. According to Belderbos et al. (2011) if MNEs are uncertain about alternative locations they tend to follow other firms, and in particular companies from the same country and in the same industry.
MNEs also benefit from co-location with other multinationals due to agglomeration economies such as shared infrastructure, labour market pooling, availability of specialised and qualified input suppliers and service providers and localised knowledge flows (Basile et al, 2008; Devereux et al, 2007; Head et al, 1995 and . In addition,
MNEs locate in close proximity to other MNEs in order to reduce the costs of gathering information on context-specific factors: co-location is advantageous to MNEs if knowledge inflows favouring the individual firm are larger than the outflows "lost" to the benefit of their competitors (Mariotti et al., 2010) .
The benefits from co-location and agglomeration can be offset by congestion, leading to price competition and higher input and labour costs. Belderbos et al., (2011) show that local agglomeration of Japanese MNEs in Chinese provinces attracts further entry until a certain threshold is reached. After this threshold the link between local agglomeration of FDI and further entry turns negative due to increased competition on the local market and decreasing profits. In addition, agglomeration might not generate benefits per se. In contrast, the way in which advantages and disadvantages from co-location are balanced depends on the sectorial or functional similarities/congruence between the new investments and the pre-existing firms/subsidiaries. Similar firms are expected to provide the strongest informational value to other similar firms with a stronger impact on 'inexperienced' firms, more likely to mimic other 'model' firms' location choices (Belderbos et al., 2011) .
With regard to EMNEs in developed countries, they have limited knowledge and little previous foreign investment experience. Therefore, we can expect that EMNEs will face high uncertainty and that they will likely follow similar firms with previous experience in the same host market (Ramamurti and Singh, 2009) . In other words, agglomeration and co-location are likely to play a key role in EMNEs location decisions, due to the high informational value generated by other pre-existing foreign investments.
EMPIRICAL STRATEGY
The model
In line Where is the dependent variable, measuring the probability of a certain region j being chosen as a destination of a foreign investment conditioned by the choice of country I. This depends on the characteristics of the n i regions belonging to country i.
Some location characteristics vary across both countries and regions ( ), while other characteristics only vary across countries ( ). β and γ are the coefficients to be estimated.
In the NLM model the probability of a certain region to be chosen as a destination of a foreign investment (dependent variable) is a function of a set of two types of regional drivers: 1) regional characteristics that remain the same for all investments, such as for example the regional patent intensity and the total number of investments in the region, and 2) drivers that vary with the specific investment under analysis, such as the number of regional investments in the same sector and function as the new investment.
Moreover, with the coefficients of the inclusive value σ the model assesses the strength of the nested structure of the location process of the investments. When σ=1 regions are all equivalent options for MNEs, irrespective of the country they belong to, suggesting complete independence in the location decisions with no nested structure. If instead, σ=0 the upper nest (the country level decision) is the only relevant decision in the location choice, as all regions within the destination country are all perfect substitutes. As a consequence, by testing the nested structure of the investment decisions we are able to shed light on the relative weight the investors ascribe to national vs. regional attractors, contributing to the research agenda discussed in Beugelsdijk and Mudambi (2013) with new, original empirical evidence.
All country-level observable and unobservable characteristics (from corporate tax policies to business climate, institutional conditions and infrastructural networks) are controlled for by the national 'nested' structure of the model. Within the European Union,
the degree of national level heterogeneity that can be captured with quantitative indicators is very limited and qualitative differences in terms of national-level attractiveness are prevalent and better captured when explicitly treated -as in this paperas unobservable factors common to all the regions belonging to the same country and conceptually equivalent to 'country' fixed effects in location choices. 2 Table 1 presents the distribution of the investment projects in EU27 by country of origin. In the empirical analysis we have considered three groups of countries: EU-25, North America (NA) and emerging countries (EMC).
The dataset
3
It is worth stressing that the number of investments is a more appropriate unit of analysis than their value when looking at the location strategies of multinationals because the choice of a specific country is largely independent from the amount of capital invested (Amighini et al., 2014; Sutherland and Anderson, 2014) . Moreover, the investment value varies widely across sectors, with resource-intensive sectors showing higher average 2 The accuracy and robustness of the information reported in fDi Markets has been checked using different methodologies: a) comparison with UNCTAD information on FDI flows at the country level; b) comparison of regional-level distribution of investments with Euromonitor database, which provides information about greenfield investments in Europe based on a completely independent source. All these checks confirm the reliability of the fDi Markets database on the spatial distribution of greenfield investment.
investment value than consumer goods sectors or services. This is the main reason why several empirical studies have chosen the number of deals (and not the investment value)
as their unit of analysis (among others see Castellani and Pieri, 2013; Crescenzi et al., 2014; Ramasamy et al., 2012) . 4 The first year covered by the dataset (2003) is used as the basis for the calculation of the (lagged) cumulative number of investments and therefore is not included in the empirical analysis. The nested logit procedure only takes into account regions chosen at least once as investment destinations (Spies, 2010) .
[ Table 1 about here]
The regional analysis is based on a mix of NUTS1 and NUTS2 regions, selected in order to maximise their homogeneity in terms of the relevant socio-institutional structure and also considering data availability. Consequently, the analysis uses NUTS1 regions for Belgium, Germany and the United Kingdom (as customary in the literature and reflected in the OECD classification of Territorial Levels that follows a similar logic 5 ) and NUTS2
for all other countries (Austria, Czech Republic, Finland, France, Greece, Hungary, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Spain).
6
fDi Markets provides a classification of the investments in 18 activities and following
Defever (2006) we have aggregated investments in two categories: production-oriented and non-production investments, including headquarters, R&D, design, sales and marketing, logistics and distribution. Although we cannot measure directly the sophistication of these two categories, we can assume that non-production investment projects are more sophisticated, possibly more knowledge intensive and more likely to be focused on intangibles (which underpin a relevant share of value creation) than production investment that is generally more intensive in tangible assets (Ali-Yrkkö, 2011; Mudambi, 2008) . 
The explanatory variables
In order to operationalise the host economy characteristics relevant to strategic asset seeking investments, we include in the econometric model two key dimensions of regional innovative dynamism: the innovation output intensity and the existence of socioeconomic conditions favourable to innovation (Table A- To go beyond formal technological innovation and capture 'soft' regional innovation factors, under the constraint of regional data availability we introduce the Social Filter Index (Crescenzi et al., 2007 and 2012; Crescenzi and Rodríguez-Pose 2011) . This indicator is obtained from the combination of a broad set of regional structural socioeconomic characteristics for the EU 25 regions, playing a crucial role in the definition of the profile of an innovation prone environment. The Social Filter Index is based on a number of characteristics of the local economy selected as measures of the structural preconditions for establishing fully functional regional systems of innovation and socioinstitutional conditions favourable to the establishment of MNEs activities based on 7 It would have been interesting to adopt a more fine-grained disaggregation of activities as in Crescenzi et al (2014) but the number of observations does not make this approach feasible in this paper.
strategic assets (Phelps et al., 2003; Phelps and Waley, 2004; Fuller, 2005) . The Social Filter includes two major domains: 1) educational achievements corresponding to human capital accumulation both in the regional population and among employed people (Malecki 1997; Marrocu and Paci, 2012) and 2) productive employment of human resources measured by the percentage of the labour force employed in agriculture and the long-term component of unemployment (Fagerberg et al., 1997; Gordon 2001 ). These two domains, when assessed simultaneously, generate a unique socioeconomic profile that fosters (hinders) the innovative capacity of each region.
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We expect both Patent Intensity and the Social Filter to be positively related with the probability of a region to be chosen as a destination of greenfield investments, particularly when we consider non-production investment. According to the existing literature strategic-asset seeking is crucial for EMNEs investing in the EU and therefore we expect these drivers to play an important role in their location choices.
In order to capture the impact of the agglomeration of foreign investments in the regional economy the model includes three indicators aimed at catching the tendency of foreign investments to 'cluster' in a limited set of locations (in line with Mariotti and Piscitello 1995; Guimaraes, et al., 2000; Head and Mayer 2004; Dunning, 2009 to strongly rely on the informational spillovers deriving from the concentration of similar firms in both functional and sectorial terms.
The model also includes a number of standard control variables in order to take into account 'traditional' location drivers as customary in exiting empirical analyses on MNEs location choices. Demand concentration is considered a factor of attraction for foreign firms (Head and Mayer, 2004; Py and Hatem, 2009 ) and we expect that this will be true for both AMNEs and EMNEs. As a proxy for market size we incorporate in the econometric estimation the Regional GDP per capita.
In order to account for labour market conditions, the empirical analysis comprises
Regional unemployment to measure the excess of labour supply over demand (Py and Hatem, 2009 ). In the case of EMNEs investing in the EU, we expect that labour availability will not represent a significant factor of attraction. The lack of regional data about labour costs/wages precludes a direct control of the differential across regions, although in the EU a large part of these differences is represented by national differences and therefore accounted in the model by country-level effects/nests. In the second sub-section (4.2) -which makes reference to the lower part of the Tables 2   and 3 -the weight ascribed by the investors to the regional drivers with respect to the national common factors is assessed through the analysis of the Inclusive Values (IV) or dissimilarity parameters.
EMPIRICAL RESULTS
This
Furthermore, Table 3 tests how the significance of the location drivers differs across
MNEs investing in production-oriented and non-production (possibly more knowledgeintensive and sophisticated) activities.
All the explanatory variables are introduced in the regressions with a one-year lag in order to minimise the impact of simultaneity between the investment decisions and local economic conditions (Spies, 2010) . Besides, in order to resolve the problem of different accounting units, explanatory variables are generally expressed for each region as a percentage of the respective GDP or population. When interpreting the results it is important to bear in mind that the focus is mainly on the sign and significance of the coefficients, rather than on the size of specific point estimates. In addition the results should not be interpreted in terms of causality relations. Finally, it is worth reminding that the 'country-level' nested structure allows us to control for 'unobserved' factors that regions belonging to the same country have in common, such as the 'macro' institutional framework, rule of law, national average wages, tax rates and fiscal regimes. In a robustness check discussed in Section 4.2 we also test an alternative nest structure for the EU regions comparing the regional belonging to the EU10 vs. EU15 in order to assess the relevance of the diversity of the business environment between Central and Eastern European countries (EU10) and the EU most advanced economies (EU15), as the relevant 'nest' in the regional allocation of foreign investments. 
The location determinants of EMNEs and AMNEs in the European regions
When considering the regional innovative capacity, the empirical results unveil some behavioural heterogeneity according to the origin of the investments. In Column 1 (Table   2) , regional Patent intensity has a positive and statistically significant impact on the probability of attracting all MNEs, confirming the importance of the availability of technological competences and resources in the location decisions of multinational companies. However, when the sample is disaggregated by the origin of the investing companies, this relationship is confirmed only for investments generated from within the EU and from North America ( Table 2 , Columns 2 and 3). In the case of EMNEs, patent intensity exerts a positive and significant influence only on investments in the more sophisticated (non-production) activities (Table 3 , Column 4). This evidence suggests that EMNEs attach a value to the innovation performance of the regions hosting their subsidiaries only when their investment projects involve activities such as R&D, design and development (Amighini et al., 2013) . This result can also be explained by the firmlevel heterogeneity of EMNEs: some EMNEs are more technologically advanced and therefore able to take advantage from location in innovative local contexts. Other MNEs are technological laggards and therefore are less interested in locating in technologically advanced environments (Cantwell and Mudambi, 2011) .
[Tables 2 & 3 about here]
The analysis of the role of broad socio-economic factors supporting innovation sheds additional light on strategic asset seeking behaviours. In Table 2 the Social Filter -our proxy for 'soft' innovation factors and socio-economic innovation proneness -is positive Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, and United Kingdom. For the sake of brevity, these results are not included in the paper but they are available from the authors. and significant only for intra-EU investments. Extra-EU companies are less likely to respond to regional 'soft' innovation factors given their lack of socio-cultural and cognitive proximity (Boschma, 2005) and their more limited degree of local embeddedness (Granovetter, 1985; Phelps et al., 2003; Phelps and Waley, 2004; Fuller, 2005) in Europe. Non-EU Multinationals (both from developed and emerging countries)
find it difficult to de-codify the complexity of 'soft' innovation factors that prevail in the EU regions. This result is further reinforced when the sample is restricted to nonproduction activities as shown in Table 3 . In addition, it is worth noticing that the Social Filter becomes positive and significant for North American companies when -in our robustness check -the two macro-aggregated groups EU10 and EU15 replace the country-level nests. 12 This suggests that for North American companies the importance of 'soft' factors is fully accounted for by the country-level characteristics: regional socialfilters are not significant when common characteristics at the national level are fully controlled for (as in Table 3 ) and only emerge when 'broader' controls (EU15 vs. EU 10) are included.
As discussed in Section 2, the process of agglomeration of MNEs investments is an additional important explanation of their location behaviour. In this regard Table 2 shows a negative, although only marginally significant, coefficient for intra-EU investments When looking at the control variables, regional GDP per capita exerts a negative and significant influence on the probability of attracting FDIs (Table 2 , Column 1), confirming the de-concentration of investments away from core wealthy regions (i.e.
those with relatively higher GDP per capita), as stressed above. The negative and significant impact is further confirmed for intra-EU investments (Column 2), while non-EU investments, both from North America (Column 3) and emerging countries (Column 4) are instead attracted by regions with high per capita GDP. This difference in the behaviour of MNEs is motivated by the fact that EU companies do not need to undertake market-seeking investments within the EU: in the common market they do not face trade barriers and transaction costs are low due to the geographic and cultural proximity among countries. On the contrary, both for NA multinationals and EMNEs there is a strong motivation for being present in the largest EU markets. Regional unemployment does not seem to play a relevant role as an explanatory factor for the location of MNEs. This variable is never significant in the aggregated model (Table 2 ) and it turns out positive and significant in non-production-oriented activities (Table 3 , Column 1) when investments are not separated by country of origin while it remains insignificant for all origins (Columns 2 to 4). An explanation could be that in the very nationally centralised EU labour markets regions might play a relatively minor role in this regard. 
Regional vs. national drivers
Turning our attention to the lower sections of Tables 2 and 3 the analysis of the Inclusive Values (IV) or dissimilarity parameters assesses the weight ascribed by the investors to regional level drivers vs. national common factors. This analysis contributes to undertake a much needed fine-grained understanding of the location behaviour of MNEs (Beugelsdijk and Mudambi, 2013; Iammarino and McCann, 2013) . The interpretation of 13 In our robustness check -where broader EU15 vs. EU 10 nests replace national 'controls' -intra-EU investments favour locations where the supply of labour is more abundant and potentially cheaper (i.e. those with a higher unemployment rate) while North American investments prefer 'core' low unemployment locations. In other words, if NA MNEs decide to invest in the EU, they rather seek strategic assets than higher efficiency (lower costs) locations. The same does not apply to EU MNEs that, when investing within the EU, look for 'cheaper' locations. For EMNEs this variable is never significant. the values assumed by the dissimilarity parameters allows us to shed new light on the relative importance of subnational spatial heterogeneity against national factors.
Dissimilarity parameters measure the level of independence of the alternatives in each nest (i.e. country in Tables 2 and 3 and group of countries in our EU10 vs. EU15
robustness check) with respect to the unobserved portions of utility: the closer a parameter is to 1, the greater is the independence (lower correlation) between the alternatives (regions) in the same nest (country and group of countries). Therefore, if the IVs are close to 1 the regional drivers have a stronger role than the national common factors in attracting MNEs, while if they are close to 0 the national drivers prevail. 14 It is worth remembering that the national common factors also account for the impact of different institutional conditions, quality of infrastructure, accessibility, business climate, political factors at the country level that remain hard to capture explicitly by means of quantitative indicators.
In the econometric tests undertaken, the fitted models in general behave well and the dissimilarity parameters are mostly within the 0-1 ranges. The LR statistics confirm the validity of the nested structures presented in Tables 2 e 3 and support the robustness of our empirical model. However, significant differences emerge in the ways in which MNEs balance national and regional drivers in their investment strategies depending on their origin and on the activities undertaken.
In what follows, our discussion in based on the IVs in Table 3 only, given that they do not differ substantially from IVs in Table 2 . The analysis of the inclusive values for intra-EU investments shows that country-level considerations still play an important role:
inclusive values are all statistically significant and far from 1 (Column 2 in Table 3 ). The location decisions in regions belonging to the same country are closely related and driven by stronger common national factors as opposed to investments in a different country.
Investments in the UK represent an exception because they are strongly guided by subnational drivers, as shown by the relatively high inclusive values and reflecting the unique role of some specific investment hubs, such as London and the Southwest.
Investments from North America (Column 3) are also sensitive to country-level common factors (as confirmed by the LR Test and the significant inclusive values) but regionallevel considerations play a more important role than for intra-EU investments because the values of all IVs are generally higher, in particular for Belgium, Germany and for the UK.
When it comes to EMNEs the picture is again different. LR Test confirms the significance of the country-level nests (Column 4). Furthermore, the analysis of the parameters associated to individual countries shows that the IVs for the UK and Germany are significant and large (close to 1) and IVs for France, Italy and The Netherlands are also significant but smaller. On the contrary, many other IVs are either marginally significant or insignificant. This suggests that EMNEs attach great importance to both the regional and national common features in those countries that have historically received the larger shares of their investments (e.g. UK and Germany) and with the closer 'cultural' proximity (these same emerging countries have often hosted investments from European countries). EMNEs do not seem to take into account any additional common factor (on top of the regional drivers discussed in the previous section) when taking their locations decisions outside the UK and Germany and to a less extent France, Italy and
The Netherland. Overall, these results are in line with the existing evidence on foreign and domestic alliance capital inflows that suggest a different relevance of local vs. firmlevel factors for investors from different origins (Coombs et. al 2006) : in the same way national vs. regional level factors matter differently for investors with different degrees of 'foreignness'.
As said before, we have also tested an alternative nest structure for the MNEs' investments, the EU15 vs. EU10 being most 'natural' in the EU context to take into account the differences between the most advanced countries in the EU and the most recent entrants. While the key results concerning the regional drivers are qualitatively confirmed, the LR test suggests that the EU10 vs. EU15 subdivision is not relevant for EMNEs location choices, confirming the country-level as the key node for they location decisions. Conversely, for intra-EU and NA investments the EU-10 vs. EU-15 dichotomy is relevant: investment in the 'old' Europe brings a premium in terms institutional context and skill sophistication that remains difficult to 'read' for EMNEs due to larger cultural distance.
CONCLUSIONS
This paper contributes to the current debate on the nature and strategies of MNEs from emerging countries. In particular the paper fills a very relevant gap in the existing literature by exploring whether EMNEs differ from AMNEs in their location decisions at the national and sub-national levels. Table 4 summarizes the main empirical findings of the paper.
[ Table 4 about here]
The first key result is that MNEs from countries at different technological and developmental stages do follow a diverse set of sub-national investment motives and that strategic asset seeking motives are central to the understanding of the specificities of EMNEs from fully taking advantage of innovation-prone regional contexts. This implies that EMNEs prove still rather inexperienced when undertaking strategic asset seeking investments due to the lack of adequate absorptive capacity (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990) .
Second, for EMNEs functional agglomeration is a particularly significant location factor because it represents a clear and easily detectable indication of the availability of specialized externalities, Cultural and cognitive distance makes it too difficult for EMNEs to directly capture the potential asset seeking advantages generated by innovation prone regional environments: the imitation of the location choices of other 'selected' (in functional and sectoral terms) foreign investments offers a viable alternative to overcome this distance.
Third, the paper contributes to the debate on the relative importance of regional drivers as opposed to national location factors (Beugelsdijk and Mudambi, 2013; Iammarino and McCann, 2013) . The analysis shows that EMNEs attach great importance to both regional and national location factors (Maza and Villaverde, 2015) . In the UK, France, Germany,
The Netherlands and Italy regional factors are prevalent while their location choices in all other EU countries are driven more by national common factors.
The paper has a number of limitations. Even if regional characteristics are introduced in the empirical analysis with a one-year-lag to minimize the impact of the potential simultaneity between local conditions and foreign investments, the results should be interpreted as descriptive without any presumption of causality. In addition, the investment dataset-although robust relative to other similar datasets-is limited to greenfield investments with no information on other typologies of FDI such as mergers and acquisitions. It has been stressed in the literature that the acquisition of companies in advanced economies is often the most effective way for accessing strategic assets and key capabilities (Chung and Alcacer 2002; Piscitello et al, 2015) . Therefore, the inclusion of M&As in the empirical analysis would provide more precise evidence about the location determinants of knowledge seeking investments. Moreover, the dataset does not allow including any 'parent company' controls for repeated investments by the same firm in different locations, making it impossible to capture the importance of firm-level heterogeneity. Some of these limitations will be addressed in our future research by extending the existing FDI database to include mergers and acquisitions as well as undertaking an empirical analysis at the level of the investing firm.
However, having acknowledged the limitations mentioned above, our results could still provide some relevant insights for national and regional policy-makers. In a context of limited capital availability in the aftermath of a major economic crisis the attraction of foreign investment is crucially important to re-launch national and regional economic growth. In this context, EMNEs can play a key role: the relatively more solid performance of their domestic markets and their strong average capitalization make them ideal investors to be targeted by national and regional attraction policies and incentive packages. As a consequence, understanding the specificities of their location strategies remains of paramount importance. From our empirical analysis it clearly appears that different drivers from other MNEs move these new actors when it comes to the most sophisticated knowledge intensive activities that also display the strongest potential for spillovers and growth in recipient economies.
Policy makers can play a multiple and diversified role. In order to leverage strategic asset seeking motives policy makers should not only reinforce national and regional technological capabilities but also support the development of 'institutional bridges' able to facilitate EMNEs in their understanding of 'soft' innovation drivers. In a recent paper on the case of Ireland, Monaghan et al (2014) have shown that subnational institutions can play a key role in enabling and accelerating the 'insidership' of FDI, in particular communicating tangible and intangible local resources and facilitating the access to codified and tacit knowledge. Helping EMNEs to capture the advantages of the rich national and regional innovation system landscape in the EU might be the key to attract their investments in the most 'valuable' activities. In this regard the support of connections with local firms (e.g. joint ventures but also non-equity alliances) and universities might be a possible policy tool to facilitate connectivity into local innovation systems. This would also generate opportunities for advanced host countries' managers and entrepreneurs to learn from new investors, bridging the cultural and market distance with emerging economies. The establishment of networking opportunities involving both new investors and host countries' local actors is key in order to reduce the risk of a "take and leave" attitude of EMNEs (Giuliani et al., 2014) as and as well as the opportunistic acquisition of cheap assets with respect to technology and other strategic assets, which is diffusely feared in European countries. 15 Policy makers would benefit from a better understanding of EMNE behaviour in Europe in order to minimize predatory investment and attract investments contributing to the local economy.
In addition, as already stressed in Phelps (2008) our results highlight that both national and regional governments and policy makers are relevant to EMNEs, suggesting that coordination and joint action among different government levels is of primary importance Finally, the possibility to leverage functional and sectorial agglomerations is premised on a careful diagnosis of the national and regional economy, in order to make these agglomeration benefits apparent to EMNEs (and other investors as well). In this regard, policy makers should facilitate the development of functional and sectorial integrated systems comprising both domestic and foreign firms. Standard errors in parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05,* p<0.1 Standard errors in parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 Tables 2 and 3. * (+) and (-) reflect respectively positive and negative significant coefficients ** >0.3 in Table 3 APPENDIX 
